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From: Garwood, Anne (EGLE) 
To: Burdick, Melanie 
Subject: FW: Grand River-Grand Rapids, JPA - HNV-A018-7X9N3 
Date: Wednesday, October 5, 2022 4:07:54 PM 
Attachments: image001.png 

Second Correction Request JPA-HNV-A018-7X9N3 (1).pdf 
2019-05-15 USACE GR EIS Scoping Letter combined DNR EGLE.pdf 

FYI, you asked for a copy today 
Anne Garwood (she/her/hers) 
Wetland, Lakes and Streams Unit Supervisor 
Water Resources Division 
Michigan Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy 
517-388-4472 | GarwoodA@Michigan.gov 
Follow Us | Michigan.gov/EGLE 

From: Matousek, Bethany (EGLE) <MatousekB@michigan.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, October 5, 2022 4:09 PM 
To: Garwood, Anne (EGLE) <GarwoodA@michigan.gov> 
Subject: FW: Grand River-Grand Rapids, JPA - HNV-A018-7X9N3 

Bethany Matousek 
Inland Lakes & Streams Program Coordinator 
Water Resources Division 
Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy 
517-243-6421 | MatousekB@Michigan.gov 
Follow Us | Michigan.gov/EGLE 

From: Trumble, Luke (EGLE) <TrumbleL@michigan.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, February 10, 2021 11:16 AM 
To: Broadwater, Bonnie (EGLE) <BroadwaterB@michigan.gov>; Matousek, Bethany (EGLE) 
<MatousekB@michigan.gov>; Ertel, Patrick (DNR) <ErtelP@michigan.gov>; Johnson, Jennifer (DNR) 
<JohnsonJ17@michigan.gov>; Harris, Cleyo (DNR) <HarrisC9@michigan.gov> 
Cc: Newcomb, Tammy (DNR) <NEWCOMBT@michigan.gov>; Wesley, Jay (DNR) 
<WesleyJ@michigan.gov> 
Subject: FW: Grand River-Grand Rapids, JPA - HNV-A018-7X9N3 
All, 
FYI, the below email and attachments were just sent to the City related to the proposed RCPP 
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CONSTITUTION HALL • 525 WEST ALLEGAN STREET • P.O. BOX 30473 • LANSING, MICHIGAN 48909-7973
Michigan.gov/EGLE • 800-662-9278


STATE OF MICHIGAN


DEPARTMENT OF
ENVIRONMENT, GREAT LAKES, AND ENERGY


LANSING


February 9, 2021


VIA E-MAIL


Mr. Tim Burkman
300 Monroe Avenue Northwest
Grand Rapids, Michigan 49503


Dear Mr. Burkman:


SUBJECT: Second Correction Request 
Submission No. HNV-A018-7X9N3
County:  Kent
Site Name:  Grand River-Grand Rapids
Project Name:  Grand Rapids Revitalization Project – RCPP Reach


The Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy (EGLE), Water Resources Division 
(WRD), has received and reviewed your application and first correction request response 
documents.  Based on the review, the application has been determined to be incomplete as 
received and cannot be further processed until the information requested below has been 
submitted.


Item 1: Dimensions (length x width x depth) and volumes (in cubic yards)  


There are some remaining discrepancies between the impact plans and the tables in the Joint 
Permit Application (JPA) beyond those included above.  Please correct the dimensions as 
needed so JPA and plan impacts match.


a) Correct the discrepancy between the T6 impact length in the JPA Table which lists the 
length as 76 feet and the plans which list the length 96 feet. 


b) Correct the discrepancy between the P4 impact length in the JPA dredge table which 
lists the length as 268 feet and the plans which list the length at 286 feet.


c) Correct the discrepancy between the T2 impact length in the JPA Table which lists the 
length as 379 feet and the plans which show two segments of 288 and 379 feet a total 
length of 667 feet. 


d) Correct the discrepancy between the T10 impact length in the JPA table which lists the 
length as 932 feet and the plans which appear to show an additional 140 feet on the 
north end of T10 and unlabeled length on the south end of T10 spanning the match line 
between sheets 10 and 17.


e) Account for all fill in the proposed boulder gardens in the JPA tables and plans per 
recommendation 3C below. 


GRETCHEN WHITMER
GOVERNOR


LIESL EICHLER CLARK
DIRECTOR







Mr. Tim Burkman 2 February 9, 2021


Item 2: Project plans


Grading tolerances for proposed in stream structures need to be better defined in the project 
plans and specifications.  If bedform/flow diversity is a desired design feature for the structures, 
then the plans and associated modeling should show maximum design elevations at all 
locations.  Some variation in elevation is inherent in large, poorly graded material, but no 
significant portion of any structure should be constructed above design elevation, even if the 
average elevation is within an allowable tolerance.  Plans and specifications should be revised 
to show the following:


a) Maximum construction elevations of proposed structures at all locations with no (0.0 ft) 
vertical tolerance above design grades.


b) Minimum construction elevations of proposed structures as all locations with smaller
(0.3 ft) vertical tolerance below design grades.


c) All other desired grade variations, placed boulders, etc. that would fall outside of these 
tolerances should be detailed in the plans and specifications and accounted for in 
hydraulic models.


Item 3: Cross-sections  


a) Provide additional cross-sections and details for cofferdam arms at the north and south 
ends of each work area which are not depicted in any East-West cross section views. 
A5, A14, and A19- A21 are each located just beyond the impact area of these cofferdam 
arms.  Please provide cross sections that depicts the entire cross-sectional area of the 
channel for each of these three locations.


b) Revise cross section A20 to depict detailed variations in fill in the proposed boulder 
garden.


c) Provide an east-west cross section through impact area P8.  Cross section A17 only 
depicts the eastern area of impact associated with P8. 


d) Revise cross sections A13 and A14 to depict detailed cut and fill in impact area T10.


Item 4: Organization of documents


Review staff continue to have difficulty navigating several of the large reports and documents 
provided with the application.  Many of the reports are several hundreds, and some even 
thousands, of pages long.  Without adequate citation within the reports and cataloguing of the 
appendices, it is difficult for review staff to efficiently navigate and locate pertinent analyses 
related to the various sections contained in the reports.  


a) For all reports, provide frequent and adequate referencing and citations of all studies, 
analyses, reports, etc. contained in the appendices and relied upon in drafting the report.


b) Provide adequate tables of contents, lists of figures, lists of appendices, etc. such that 
staff can easily navigate and efficiently review these documents.  When an appendix 
contains multiple documents, list of appendices should specify all documents contained 
within each appendix and provide corresponding page numbers for each of the individual 
documents contained in that appendix.
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Item 5: Feasible and prudent alternatives 


State and Federal regulations require the evaluation of feasible and prudent alternatives, and 
that a permit cannot be issued unless a feasible and prudent alternative that would result in 
fewer adverse impacts is not available.  The stated project purpose cannot be so narrowly 
defined as to preclude any alternative but the applicant’s preferred alternative.  The applicant 
must demonstrate that the selected alternative avoids impacts to the maximum extent 
practicable.  Impacts that cannot be avoided must be minimized, and any adverse impacts that 
remain after avoidance and minimization must be adequately compensated for through 
provision of an appropriate mitigation plan that documents the replacement of any lost functions 
and values of the impacted resources. 


The enclosed 2019 Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Scoping comment letter for the 
proposed future project at the upper reach of the Grand River in downtown Grand Rapids 
provides recommendations for alternatives to be evaluated during the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) process for that project.  This document was provided to the project partners 
during the public comment period for the EIS.  Though, not specifically drafted for the lower 
reach, Regional Conservation Partnership Program (RCPP) project, many of the 
recommendations in the letter directly translate to the proposed RCPP project.


a) Definition of Project Purpose


i) Section 2 of the Watershed Project Plan – Environmental Assessment (WPP-EA) 
states that, “The Purpose of the Project is to: 1) restore aquatic habitat diversity and 
suitability for native Great Lakes drainage fish and mussel  species, especially 
threatened, endangered, and special concern native species, in the Grand River  
from 130 feet upstream of Bridge Street to Fulton Street;  2) reduce or eliminate 
public safety hazards generated by the existing low-head dams; and 3) install 
diversified hydraulic features that would improve aquatic habitat and scenic 
resources in  the Grand River.”  Inclusion of item #3 in the definition of project 
purpose precludes any alternative that does not included installation of hydraulic 
features.  Though two alternatives are explored in Section 5 of the WPP-EA that 
would not include installations of hydraulic features, both were eliminated from 
considerations stating reasons provided later in this letter.  These alternatives need 
to be fully evaluated as potential feasible and prudent alternatives.  The project 
purpose needs to be redefined so that it does not limit or predetermine feasible and 
prudent alternatives.  A revised alternatives analysis must be provided which 
evaluates alternatives without installation of hydraulic features as discussed in Item 
5(b) below.


Analysis of feasible and prudent alternatives must be consistent with the scale and potential 
impact of the proposed project and must determine the following, at a minimum:


 whether the proposed project achieves the project purpose and is consistent with public 
interest.


 whether there are alternative locations/size/configurations that would avoid and minimize 
adverse impacts.


 whether there is an alternative method of construction that would avoid and minimize 
adverse impacts.


 and whether there is a higher cost alternative that would avoid and minimize adverse 
impacts.
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The following items outline several areas in which the analyses of feasible and prudent 
alternatives provided in the Draft WPP-EA and other applicant documents are deficient:


b) Alternatives Considered and Selection of a Preferred Alternative


i) The alternative discussion in Section 5 of the draft WPP-EA addresses five discrete 
alternatives: do nothing, removal of low-head dams only, substrate enhancement 
with no dam removal, restoration of original rapids to former natural conditions, and 
the proposed action, removal of low-head dams with substrate enhancement. 


(1) Alternative 5.2.1, Removal of Low-Head Dams Only, was eliminated from 
consideration because “…the removal of these features alone would not 
distribute the gradient of the reach in a designed way.  Scour protection would be 
needed along bridges, utilities, stormwater outfalls, floodwalls and other 
infrastructure. Bedrock and glacial boulder that remain in the Project Area could 
be exposed; however, much of the boulder material was removed and some of 
the bedrock mined in the 1800s.  This alternative would decrease the amount of 
Preferred Hydrophysical Habitat (PHH) for unionid mussels by 87 percent and 
would likely also reduce the number of mussels present within the reach.  
Because this alternative would degrade existing habitat and would not meet the 
proposed Project purpose of restoring aquatic habitat diversity in the Grand 
River, it was not considered further.”  However, distribution of gradient in a 
“designed way” is not an appropriate project purpose and has not been 
adequately determined to be a need for this project.  No analysis to support the 
conclusions that scour protections would be needed or that this alternative would 
result in a decrease of PHH, negatively impact mussel communities in the reach, 
or cause degradation of existing habitat was provided.  Provide a revised 
analysis of alternatives that more fully evaluates Alternative 5.2.1 as potential 
feasible and prudent alternative to the proposed action.


(2) Alternative 5.2.3, Restoration of Original Rapids to Former Natural Conditions, 
was eliminated from further considerations because, “The river in downtown 
Grand Rapids is currently confined to an armored channel that is approximately 
half of its estimated natural width. In addition, major developments along both 
sides of the riverfront render an expansion of the current channel width 
infeasible.”  Full restoration of the historic channel width and floodplain may not 
be feasible but does not necessarily preclude restoration of components of the 
original rapids located within the current channel footprint.  Further, none of the 
alternatives carried forward for further analysis include restoration of the original 
channel width or floodplain, so it’s not appropriate to eliminate only one 
alternative for this reason.  Provide a revised analysis of alternatives that more 
fully evaluates Alternative 5.2.3 as a potential feasible and prudent alternative to 
the proposed action.  


ii) Page 7 of the Draft WPP-EA it states that “Three alternatives were identified and 
presented to United States Fish and Wildlife Services (USFWS) for impact 
determination: a no action alternative, a removal of four low-head dams without 
substrate enhancements, and a removal of four low-head dams with substrate 
enhancements within the Project Area (the proposed Project).”  In the USFWS 
Biological Opinion (BO), the only analysis presented was of the Preferred option: 
removal of four low-head dams with augmentation of streambed.  The applicant 
should provide the completed USFWS analysis of the other two alternatives listed in 
the Draft WPP-EA.
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iii) Page 44 of the draft WPP-EA states that “the purpose of the proposed project is to
1) restore aquatic habitat diversity and suitability for native Great Lakes drainage fish 
and mussel species, especially threatened, endangered, and special concern native 
species…”   Please provide a monitoring and maintenance plan that would assess 
the project for success or failure in achieving the revised project purpose and 
ensuring that negative impacts are avoided and minimized.


iv) The tables in Sections 5.3 and 5.5 of the WPP-EA only evaluate the no action 
alterative vs. the proposed action alternative.  No other alternatives were included in 
these comparisons, making it impossible to evaluate which alternatives achieve the 
project purpose while avoiding and minimizing negative impacts to the aquatic 
ecosystem.  A revised alternatives analysis should include the three remaining 
alternatives identified above, plus any additional alternatives identified that would 
vary location, size, and configuration of in-stream structures to avoid and minimize 
impacts. 


v) EGLE and Michigan Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) have suggested to 
project partners that alternative designs that emulate conditions found in naturally 
occurring rapids in Michigan, for example the St. Mary’s River in Sault Ste. Marie or 
the Boardman River near Beitner Road should be considered.  Emulating conditions 
naturally found in Michigan, would increase the likelihood of enhancing the natural 
habitat and recreating conditions to which Michigan’s fish community has adapted.  
No such alternative was included in the WPP-EA.  Alternative(s) that emulate 
naturally occurring rapids in the State of Michigan should be included in a revise 
alternatives analysis.


vi) The fish passage report indicates that each low-head dam holds back approximately 
two feet of water.  Accounting for the four low-head dams, project reach would 
experience approximately eight feet of fall over 2,756 feet of distance, resulting in a 
slope of approximately 0.3 percent.  The BO indicates that the river drops 18 feet 
over one mile through downtown Grand Rapids, resulting in a slope of approximately 
0.34 percent.  This is similar to several high-gradient Michigan streams.  For 
example, the St. Mary’s Rapids has a slope of approximately
0.5 percent.  The range of alternatives evaluated should include a range of methods 
for distributing this gradient ranging from utilizing the existing substrate (no grade 
control structures) to the four proposed in-stream structures, including alternatives 
with varying frequency and magnitude of grade control structures.


vii) In the Grand Rapids Sediment Investigation Report (141579.5), historic borings for 
bridges show fine to coarse sand and gravel overlaying shale and gypsum bedrock, 
sometimes 6-8 ft thick, and sometimes with cobble and gravel.  Grain size analyses 
provided in the memo indicate the entire project area below 6th street dam is greater 
than or equal to 95 percent retained on the #200 sieve, thus not requiring further 
sediment contaminant testing. 


(1) This sand and gravel with occasional areas of cobble and boulder are indicative 
of high-quality substrates typically found in Michigan’s large river and high 
gradient areas. 


(2) Alternatives 5.2.2 and 5.2.3 were eliminated from further consideration and 
therefore did not evaluate how this existing substrate might sort out through the 
project area and provide more diversified habitat.







Mr. Tim Burkman 6 February 9, 2021


As discussed above, use of existing substrate as potential habitat enhancement 
should be considered.


viii)Regarding proposed riverbank access points, the correction request response letter 
states that “The proposed steps/access to the river cannot be achieved above the 
Ordinary High Water Mark (OHWM)” and includes minimal discussion of alterative 
locations up and down stream that were rejected.  There is no consideration 
provided to a landward shift or to a reduction of the proposed impact area associated 
with P11 and P12.  While the impact footprint in this area was corrected in the 
revised plans, Cross Section B25 is still not depicted at the widest point of impact as 
previously requested.  


ix) Neither the application materials nor the alternatives analysis provided in the 
response letter clearly demonstrate the purpose of the proposed 0.3 mile long 
causeway when there are also multiple access ramps proposed along segments
T2 and T10 that would provide access to all of the identified work areas within the 
cofferdams without the need to construct a road connecting them to the Low Head 
Dam removals at P1/T1 and P2/T3.  Please provide justification for location, 
configuration and size of the proposed construction access structures.  Additionally, 
pleas provide clarification as to why a causeway would be needed to access work 
areas along the west side of the river, but not along the east side.


c) Grade Control and Substrate Stability


i) State and federal law require that all negative impacts to the aquatic ecosystem are 
first avoided, then minimized, and finally mitigated.  As such, the purpose and need 
for grade control structures must first be demonstrated before alternatives that 
include such structures are considered prudent.  The alternatives analysis provided 
in the draft WPP-EA and substrate stability evaluation provided in Report 13C do not 
include any alternatives with no grade control structures, fewer grade control 
structures, or smaller grade control structures in the evaluation.  In fact, when cross-
referencing Figure 2 (Page 9) and Figure 4 (Page 12) of the report, it would appear 
that areas of the channel where no appreciable increase or decrease in shear stress 
is observed and no grading of the substrate is proposed, the Factor of Safety for 
substrate stability ranges from 3-4.  As such, it has not been adequately 
demonstrated that the proposed in-stream structures are necessary for substrate 
stability.  Therefore, the requirement to demonstrate avoidance and minimization of 
negative impacts has not been satisfied.  The applicant should provide adequate 
analysis of alternatives that would determine the necessity for grade control 
structures; and, if deemed necessary, that the grade control structures have 
specifically been designed to avoid unnecessary impacts, then minimize unavoidable 
impacts, and provide adequate mitigation for any unavoidable impacts.


d) Impacts to Mussels and Mussel Habitat


i) USFWS, states in the BO, “…there is a significant amount of uncertainty regarding 
creation of aquatic habitat suitable for freshwater mussels.  The actual project 
impacts and benefits to state and federally listed mussels cannot be anticipated 
given the complexities affecting the presence of mussel communities. It is uncertain 
what the actual as-built river features performance will be in terms of suitability for 
mussel-host fish presence and movements, substrate changes, maintenance 
activities, impact of new hydraulics on habitat…”  This seems to directly contradict 
Table 5-2 of the WPP-EA, which indicates that the proposed action would cause an 
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increase in Preferred Hydrophysical Habitat (PHH) for unionid mussels of 73 percent 
when compared to the existing conditions in the no action alternative.   Analyses and 
tables in this section of the WPP-EA should be revised to include all current areas of 
PHH that would be impacted by the proposed action as a decrease or take of PHH, 
given this USFWS position on PHH creation.


ii) Section 4.6.1.1 Habitat of the revised Biological Assessment (BA, EcoAnalysts 2020) 
states that, “Unionid mussel habitat within the Construction Area is limited to pockets 
of softer substrate, as the high velocities encountered in the Construction Area 
regularly sweep away fine substrates during high flows, leaving primarily armored 
areas and larger boulder and cobble substrate with little sand. The limited areas 
protected from high water velocity offer the best mussel habitat and include a mixture 
of cobble, gravel and sand.”  However, according to the Substrate Stability Report 
and Sediment Transport Report, the proposed in-stream structures would be 
constructed using imported materials that are generally larger and more poorly 
graded than existing substrate and that sand materials imported from upstream 
sources would largely flush through the system at flows greater than 3,500 cubic feet 
per second (cfs).  Provide clarification on how PHH would be expected to establish 
given these conditions.


iii) Provide clarification on what flow rate or range of flow rates were analyzed during 
calculation of PHH in both the WPP-EA and supporting documents. 


iv) The USFWS snuffbox habitat suitability states that adult snuffbox mussels burrow 
deep in the sand, gravel and cobble substrates when not feeding or reproducing. 


(1) It appears that existing conditions may provide the substrates necessary for 
snuffbox mussels to burrow. 


(2) Alternatives 5.2.1 and 5.2.3 do not evaluate this type of substrate in regard to 
burrowing potential and how it benefits snuffbox mussels.


(3) Basis of Design 4.4.1 Materials shows crushed limestone being used under 
rounded alluvium. However, no evaluation of snuffbox mussel’s ability to burrow 
into the proposed substrates is provided.


Provide revised alternatives analyses which evaluates current substrate vs. 
proposed imported substrate for burrowing of snuffbox mussels.


v) Section 2.4.2 of the BA (EcoAnalysts 2020), states that Alternative 3a (preferred) 
increases PHH for snuffbox mussel.  The PHH model looked at bed slope, substrate 
stability, area wetted, non-depositional areas, and lack of permanent structures. 
Provide clarification on whether or not this PHH analysis also evaluated substrate 
type and thickness for habitat suitability.


vi) Page 8 of the USFWS BO indicates that limiting work in the wetted areas would limit 
direct harm to state and federally listed mussels.  A revised alternatives analysis 
should include evaluation of extent of work in wetted areas and avoidance and 
minimization of impacts associated with working in wetted areas.
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vii) Section 5.3 of the WPP-EA states that, “A mussel habitat model was developed 
(River Restoration (RRO) and ESI 2017) and modified (RRO 2018 and EcoAnalysts 
2020) to evaluate changes in PHH under the proposed Project, based on physical 
habitat conditions where unionids were most abundant between Ann Street and the 
6th Street Dam. Factors that affect unionid distribution include substrate stability 
(measured as shear stress divided by critical shear stress), nonzero current velocity 
and turbulence under low flow conditions (allowing waste removal and delivery of 
oxygen, food, and calcium), adequate food (bacteria, phytoplankton), temperature 
conditions for reproduction (spawning, glochidia release from the female, and 
juvenile release from the host fish), good water quality (especially with respect to 
ammonia, heavy metals, and chlorine), and host fish availability.”


Only changes in hydrophysical habitat were evaluated by the model.  The PHH 
parameters included bed slope < 10 percent, minimum velocities between 0.5 and 
1.5 feet/second, substrate stability <1.2, and that the area must be wetted at 890 cfs 
and must not be a depositional sand area at 3,500 cfs.  The proposed Project as 
designed would increase mussel PHH between the 6th Street Dam and Fulton Street 
by 73 percent over existing conditions (Table 5-2 and Figure 17; Appendix C).  Over 
time, this should lead to more mussels in the area than under existing conditions.”


Per, Daniel et al 2018, host fish richness, stream discharge, urban land use and 
upstream dam density are key predictor in determining habitat suitability for mussels 
in Michigan streams.  Provide revised analyses that consider these key factors.


viii) The BA (EcoAnalysts 2020) states that, “Changes in unionid mussel habitat were 
evaluated by comparing available aquatic area (wetted areas under 890 cfs without 
sand deposition or permanent structures that unionids could occupy) and Preferred 
Hydrophysical Habitat (PHH; hydrophysical areas that unionids seem to prefer and 
should occur at higher densities) (Table 2-6).  Unionid habitat is difficult to quantify. 
Factors that affect unionid presence and distribution include substrate stability 
(measured as shear stress divided by critical shear stress; shear ratio), some current 
velocity or turbulence under low flow conditions (allowing waste removal and delivery 
of oxygen, food, and calcium), adequate food (bacteria, phytoplankton), temperature 
conditions for reproduction (spawning, glochidia release from the female, and 
juvenile release from the host fish), good water quality (unionids are particularly 
sensitive to ammonia, heavy metals, and chlorine), and host fish availability (Wang et 
al., 2007; Strayer, 2008; Wang et al., 2010).  Unionid mussels could be limited by 
any of the above factors, and not all of these factors were evaluated in the Project 
Area.  Substrate in the Project Area is currently very coarse and compact, as the 
supply of smaller substrate (gravel, sand) entering this reach is limited, and existing 
scour potential is insufficient to move the armored larger substrate.  Unionids were 
generally found in flow refugia near banks and downstream of structure (Figure 2-2 
and 2-3).  The Project would only affect physical habitat, which seems to be limiting, 
and only physical habitat is included in this analysis.  However, other factors could 
also affect unionid colonization post-construction.”


Provide revised analysis that evaluate these listed factors within the project area for 
all potential feasible and prudent alternatives.


e) Impacts to Fish Communities and Habitat


i) Revised alternatives analysis should include evaluation of fish passage for all 
potential feasible and prudent alternatives brought forward for consideration.
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ii) The applicants should explore alternatives that may provide desirable benefit to fish 
species, (as evaluated in a manner established in the fish passage report), while 
limiting and/or drastically reducing the disturbance of the stream bottom. 


iii) Under Alternative 2, Basis of Design document 4.6.3.6 suggests that fish passage 
may not be improved or could be impaired if the tailwater elevation is increased at
6th Street Dam.  Provide additional detail on what analyses were completed to 
support this statement, as most fish passing the dam currently utilize the fish ladder 
and very few are observed jumping over the dam. 


iv) Table 6 of alternatives analysis summary shows that fish passage ranks four out of 
five for Alternative 2.  Please provide the analyses to support this statement including 
analysis performed for the other four alternatives.


v) Appendix G – Fish Passage Hydraulics shows alternative one as having lower 
velocities compared to Alternative 2.  If this is the case, Table 6 in the Basis for 
Design should rank alternative two as five rather than four.  Please provide the 
analysis which supports this statement.


f) Dam/Public Safety


i) Basis for Design 4.6.5.7 addresses integrity and maintenance of existing 
infrastructure as part of the alternatives analysis. This section should be revised to 
include integrity and maintenance of proposed wave structures including any 
ongoing maintenance requirements for debris removal, ice damage, in-stream 
structure stability, and grouting of structures. 


ii) The Basis for Design document 4.6.5.3 addresses public safety by removing 
dangerous hydraulics and rescue and recovery incidents at the four low head dams 
in the RCPP Reach of the river.  However, the alternatives analysis does not 
evaluate public safety with the increase number of tubers, kayakers and waders that 
potentially will be attracted to this river segment or any increased need for swift water 
rescue.  This section should be updated to include analysis of user safety and rescue 
needs for all alternatives evaluated.


iii) Provide water quality data that meets EGLE Water Quality standards for assessing 
risk of partial and total body contact.  


Item 6: Assessment of Cumulative Impacts  


The applicant’s correction request response letter and accompanying documentation, provided 
to EGLE on January 4, 2021, indicate that cumulative impacts to wetlands have been analyzed 
in accordance with Part 303 requirements.  However, the applicant does not appear to have 
addressed cumulative impacts to inland lakes and streams, as required under Part 301, Inland 
Lakes and Streams, of the Natural Resources and Environmental Protection Act, 1994 PA 451, 
as amended, and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  Further, the correction request response 
letter asserts that “The project is a stand-alone project that is not part of, or dependent upon, the 
completion of any other project.”  This is not an accurate representation of the “River for All” 
which includes significantly more work on the Grand River in Downtown Grand Rapids upstream 
of the proposed RCPP project.  The WPP-EA provided with the application submittal is in draft 
form.  A final version of WPP-EA is required in order to fully evaluate cumulative impacts of the 
proposed RCPP project and all planned future upstream projects.
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The applicant should provide a revised WPP-EA including the following information:


a) Assessment of cumulative and secondary impacts to the aquatic ecosystem of both the 
proposed RCPP project, the upstream “River for All” project, and any other 
known/currently planned projects along the Grand River in downtown Grand Rapids.  As 
directed by EGLE staff previously, this assessment of cumulative impacts should be 
based on the most up to date design information and include the most impactful 
alternative being considered for future projects upstream of the RCPP reach.


b) The WPP-EA is silent in regard to dredge and fill impacts that are not parts of the in-river 
features including the walkway and stairs that are proposed extending up to 26 feet 
waterward of the OHWM based on the cross sections provided. These impacts should 
be included in the revised WPP-EA.


c) The impacts associated with the access causeway identified with T2 and T10 are also 
not addressed in the draft WPP-EA.  These impacts should be included in the revised 
WPP-EA.


Item 7: Sediment Sampling


a) EGLE’s first correction request indicated that additional sampling and characterization of 
sediment in the project area, to project depth, would be required.  This remains true for 
all areas where project depth was not reached in the initial sampling areas, should 
excavated sediment and substrate be reused within the project.  As an alternative, all 
excavated material could be hauled off site and disposed of properly, in a landfill, and 
further sampling and characterization (outside of what would be required by the landfill) 
would not be required.  If this alternative is pursued, project plans and specifications 
should be updated to include these provisions for handling and disposal.  If not, 
additional sampling and characterization to project depth will be required.  The presence 
of PFAS in sediment throughout the project area may limit the ability to reuse excavated 
sediments in the river.


b) The presence of polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS) in the sediment may also 
necessitate National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permitting for any 
dewatering activities discharging back to the river.  Dewatering processes (e.g., 
dewatering of dredge spoils prior to disposal, pumping water out of the cofferdam) that 
generate effluent may require treatment to meet Water Quality Standards for 
perfluorooctanesulfonic acid (PFOS) and perfluorooctanoic acid (PFOA) before being 
discharged to surface waters.  If treatment is required, a NPDES permit will be required.  
To make this determination, WRD will require a bench scale test be conducted on 
representative sediment material to evaluate the potential quality of the effluent 
generated from these dewatering activities.  For questions on bench scale sediment 
testing, please contact Lee Schoen, SchoenL1@Michigan.gov or 517-342-4500.  
NPDES permitting questions may be directed to Tarek Buckmaster, 
BuckmasterT@Michigan.gov or 517-230-4233.  If another means of disposal of the 
effluent is pursued (e.g., discharge to a Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTW)), the 
appropriate local permissions will be required.  


Additional information and/or filing fees may be required upon further review of your application.  
Should we not receive the requested information from you within 30 days of this letter, we will 
consider your application as withdrawn and will close your application.



mailto:SchoenL1@michigan.gov

mailto:BuckmasterT@michigan.gov
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Fees are not refundable on applications once a decision has been made or if an action has 
been taken, such as closing an application due to no or incomplete response to a correction 
request letter, posting a public notice, or conducting a site visit.  A new application may be 
submitted, but fees are not transferable.


If you have any questions regarding this letter or your application, please contact me at
517-420-8923 or TrumbleL@Michigan.gov;  Send the requested information to me at EGLE, 
WRD, Hydrologic Studies and Dam Safety Unit, 525 West Allegan Street, 3rd Floor South 
Tower, Lansing, Michigan 48933.  Please include Submission No. HNV-A018-7X9N3 in your 
response.  The status of your application can be tracked online at 
https://miwaters.deq.state.mi.us/miwaters/.


Sincerely,


Lucas A. Trumble, P.E.
Hydrologic Studies and Dam Safety Unit
Water Resources Division


Enclosures
cc: Mr. Michael Staal, P.E., City of Grand Rapids


Mr. Mario Fusco, Jr., P.E., EGLE
Ms. Audrie Kirk, EGLE
Ms. Bonnie Broadwater, EGLE



mailto:TrumbleL@michigan.gov

https://miwaters.deq.state.mi.us/miwaters/






CONSTITUTION HALL • 525 WEST ALLEGAN STREET • P.O. BOX 30473 • LANSING, MICHIGAN 48909-7973 
Michigan.gov/EGLE • 800-662-9278 


STATE OF MICHIGAN 


DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENT, GREAT LAKES, AND ENERGY 


LANSING 
 
 


May 15, 2019 
 
 
 


VIA E-MAIL AND U.S. MAIL 
 
Mr. Charles A. Uhlarik, Chief 
Environmental Analysis Branch 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Detroit District 
U.S. Department of the Army 
477 Michigan Avenue 
Detroit, Michigan 48226-2550 
 
Dear Mr. Uhlarik: 
 
SUBJECT:   Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) Scoping Comments for the Grand River 


Habitat Restoration and Invasive Species Control Project, Grand Rapids, 
Michigan; Federal Register Document Number 2019-04864 


 
Thank you for providing the State of Michigan the opportunity to comment on the scope of the 
EIS for the proposed Grand River Habitat Restoration and Invasive Species Control Project.  
Staff from both the Michigan Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) and the Michigan 
Department of Environment, Great Lakes, and Energy (EGLE) have been involved with the 
project since its inception and kickoff meeting in 2011.  The two departments share similar goals 
for Michigan’s rivers and streams. 
 
Permits from the state will be required for the proposed project, including (but not necessarily 
limited to) permits under Part 31, Water Resources Protection; Part 301, Inland Lakes and 
Streams; Part 303, Wetlands Protection; and Part 315, Dam Safety, of the Natural Resources 
and Environmental Protection Act, 1994 PA 451, as amended.  EGLE, in coordination with the 
MDNR, will be responsible for ensuring the project uses feasible and prudent alternatives to 
avoid and minimize impacts.  The state permitting point of contact will be Mr. Lucas A. Trumble, 
P.E., Hydrologic Studies and Dam Safety Unit, Permits Section, Water Resources Division, 
EGLE.  He can be contacted at trumblel@michigan.gov or 517-420-8923. 
 
The Notice of Intent (NOI) placed in the Federal Register on March 15, 2019, describes the 
proposed project as a multipurpose restoration project in the Grand River in downtown Grand 
Rapids, Michigan.  The stated intent of the project is to restore, enhance, and maintain the 
rapids in the Grand River from upstream of Ann Street to Fulton Street and may include habitat, 
recreation, and invasive species control features.  The request for comment in the NOI states 
the following: 
 


The USACE, Detroit District is issuing this notice, on behalf of the GLFC [Great 
Lakes Fishery Commission] to:  (1) Inform other Federal and state agencies, 
tribes, and the public of their plan to analyze effects related to implementation of 
the Grand River Habitat Restoration and Invasive Species Control Project in 
Grand Rapids, Michigan; (2) obtain suggestions and information that may inform 
the scope of issues and range of alternatives to evaluate in the draft EIS; 
(3) request input on potential effects to federally-listed endangered species and 


GRETCHEN WHITMER 
GOVERNOR 


LIESL EICHLER CLARK 
 DIRECTOR 
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their critical habitat in accordance with the Endangered Species Act; and 
(4) provide notice and request input on potential effects on historic properties in 
accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). 


 
The MDNR and EGLE (the Departments) respectfully submit the following comments in 
response to the NOI.  These are identified and formatted below as concerns and 
recommendations for addressing each concern. 
 
Feasible and Prudent Alternatives: 
 


1. Concern:  In accordance with state law, the proposed activities in wetlands, lakes, and 
streams must avoid and minimize negative impacts to public health and safety, flooding, 
cultural resources, natural resources, aquatic life and habitats, recreation uses, water 
quality, aesthetics, riparian rights, and the public trust.  State law also requires that 
feasible and prudent alternatives that avoid and minimize impacts be evaluated and 
implemented. 
 
Recommendation:  The Departments recommend that the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) process incorporates these requirements so that the selected alternative will 
be permittable under state law.   The Departments recommend that alternatives explored 
include, but not be limited to:  the restoration of the historic river channel and floodplains; 
the construction of natural channel design structures that enhance stream function and 
other alternatives that would enhance fish and aquatic organism passage, sediment and 
material transport, recreation, and navigation; the improvement of flood conveyance, 
public safety, and channel stability; and the protection of adjacent wetlands and other 
natural resources, cultural resources, and land uses. 
 


Cumulative Impacts: 
 
2. Concern:  It is the understanding of the Departments that there are two adjacent projects 


on the Grand River currently being evaluated under separate NEPA processes.  The two 
projects being the Grand River Habitat Restoration and Invasive Species Control Project 
from Anne Street to the 6th Street Dam and the “RCPP Reach” project ranging from 
I-196 to Fulton Street.  Though these two projects are being considered separately 
under NEPA, the state permitting process will require that cumulative impacts from the 
two projects are considered and that permit decisions for one or the other, or both, 
projects consider those cumulative impacts. 


 
Recommendation:  We recommend, that where there is overlap in the NEPA processes 
for the two projects, cumulative impacts from both projects be considered for each 
alternative. 
 


In-Stream Habitat/Channel Restoration: 
 
3. Concern:  The NOI states that only one percent of riparian areas in the lower peninsula 


of Michigan are comprised of rapids-type habitat.  While obvious that the Grand River 
and its floodplain have been heavily impacted through the development of the Grand 
Rapids area, the extent of in-channel modifications and augmentation of the historic 
limestone bedrock rapids has not been thoroughly defined.  Though most of the former 
floodplain areas of the Grand River have been filled and developed, research of historic 
documents indicates that the bedrock stream channel bed through the downtown Grand 
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Rapids area has remained largely undisturbed, except for two quarry areas near 
Leonard and Quarry Streets. 
 
Recommendation:  The Departments support the full consideration and selection of an 
alternative in the NEPA process that would restore, to the extent possible, the natural 
bedrock rapids-type habitat that existed prior to construction of the beautification dams 
and the 6th Street Dam.  Additional data collection and mapping of the existing bedrock 
below any fill and sediments that have been deposited since the dams were constructed 
would need to be conducted.  High-gradient habitat is naturally limited in Michigan, and 
the Departments have significant concerns with the development of rapids-type habitat 
that is not typically found in Michigan streams.  Alternatives that restore the channel to a 
natural, stable channel form that is found elsewhere in Michigan should be considered.  
Furthermore, a natural, stable stream reach from Michigan should be used as a 
reference for design alternatives. 


 
4. Concern:  The proposed Grand Rapids Whitewater (GRWW) design includes large 


amounts of cobble and boulder fill for the creation of several recreation structures.  
These large volumes of fill would be expected to have great impact on flood 
conveyance, natural hydraulics, and existing in-stream habitat, including several federal 
and state listed mussel species.  Additionally, cobble and boulder fill are not consistent 
with the limestone bedrock outcroppings that comprised the historic rapids in the Grand 
River in this reach.   


 
Recommendation:  Alternatives involving less fill should be considered in the NEPA 
process.  Such options would have the potential to limit impacts to existing habitat and 
restore historical habitat that has been compromised by channelization and the 
installation of dams along the Grand River.  An alternative that would expose the existing 
bedrock rapids (where intact) and restore the rapids where they have been 
compromised, would have fewer negative impacts on habitat and would more closely 
represent the historic Michigan conditions.  Such an alternative would also be expected 
to reduce flooding, increase safety, and have fewer negative impacts on existing cultural 
resources that exist in and around the Grand River. 
 


5. Concern:  For the last decade, the Departments have worked jointly to develop and 
promote policies that emphasize natural stream function and natural channel design 
techniques for projects that seek to alter stream channels.  Furthermore, the 
Departments promote channel alteration strategies that are designed to emulate natural, 
stable stream conditions found in Michigan rivers.  This approach has been widely 
successful and provides a high level of confidence that fish, mussels, and other aquatic 
organisms can survive and thrive (e.g., spawning, migration, and feeding activities are 
supported) within the restored channel. 
 
Recommendation:  The Departments recommend the full consideration and evaluation 
of alternatives for river restoration in the NEPA process where the design emulates 
natural, stable stream conditions found in Michigan streams.  The Departments support 
alternatives that return as much of the river as possible to its historic and naturally free-
flowing condition, where channel flows are unmodified and unencumbered by artificial 
structural impediments.  The design should avoid the necessity of in-stream structure 
maintenance and/or woody debris removal, to the extent possible, as maintenance 
activities can cause additional impacts to the stream channel and aquatic organisms.  
In-channel structures for habitat and/or recreation should focus on effective and subtle 
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dissipation of energy, rather than larger artificial punctuated drops that may lead to 
unanticipated adverse impacts (e.g., instability of in-channel structures, artificially 
enhanced hydraulics that may risk user safety, etc.).  In-stream structures should 
emulate natural conditions, to which the aquatic organisms of Michigan have evolved.  
Examples of natural limestone bedrock rapids can be found in the St. Mary’s River, 
Ocqueoc River, and Milligan Creek, among others.   
 


6. Concern:  Man-made materials such as concrete and grout are not compatible with 
natural stream function and present long-term maintenance and safety concerns. 
 
Recommendation:  Alternatives that utilize natural materials should be considered in the 
NEPA process. 
 


7. Concern:  The Departments are concerned about impacts to channel stability associated 
with activities that would include excavation or dredging of the underlying bedrock 
stream bed, including placement of temporary construction cofferdams in areas of 
underlying bedrock and rock structures placed atop underlying bedrock. 
 
Recommendation:  Alternatives that eliminate, or limit to the extent possible, any 
disturbance or modification of the existing bedrock channel bed should be considered in 
the NEPA process. 
 


Recreational Uses: 
 


8. Concern:  The Departments are concerned with prioritization of certain user groups and 
potential conflicts between groups that utilize the Grand River in the project reach. 
 
Recommendation:  Negative impacts to recreational uses should be avoided and 
minimized where possible, and specific user groups should not be inappropriately 
prioritized over others.  Alternatives considered should be assessed for both positive and 
negative impacts to the recreational uses of the Grand River.  These uses include, but 
are not limited to, fishing, wading, hiking, boating, canoeing/kayaking, and floating.  The 
Departments recommend a design that supports and benefits as many recreational user 
groups as possible.  Potential conflicts between user groups should be considered.  
Review of available literature regarding user conflicts could be beneficial in this 
evaluation. 
 


Threatened and Endangered Species: 
 


9. Concern:  The NOI states that the project, if implemented, is expected to adversely 
impact the existing healthy mussel populations, which includes the federally listed 
endangered scaleshell and snuffbox mussels and several state-listed mussel species.  
This reach of river is also known habitat for the state-threatened Lake Sturgeon and 
River Redhorse.  State and federal laws require that impacts to state and federal species 
be avoided and minimized. 
 
Recommendation:  The Departments recommend the selection of an alternative that 
avoids and minimizes the direct and indirect mortality of freshwater mussel species and 
their host fish species, as well as the Lake Sturgeon and River Redhorse, and the loss 
or degradation of their habitat.  As stated above, a design that emulates natural, stable 
stream conditions found in Michigan will provide a high level of confidence that fish, 
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mussels, and other aquatic organisms can survive and thrive within the restored 
channel. 
 


Flooding, Public Health, and Safety: 
 


10. Concern:  Any alternative considered will have the potential to impact flood conveyance 
and storage.  The NOI states that the project must maintain or reduce the risk of flooding 
upstream of the project area.  This is consistent with state law. 
 
Recommendation:  Many areas throughout downtown Grand Rapids and upstream are 
prone to flooding.  The Departments recommend that alternatives to improve flood 
conveyance and storage are considered.  All hydraulic models used to aid design should 
show agreement with each other and be acceptable to the State of Michigan.  These 
models create the foundation for analysis of flood impacts, user safety, and impacts to 
aquatic resources. 
 


11. Concern:  An alternative designed predominantly to increase recreational boater use of 
the Grand River could also increase risk to public health, safety, and welfare, if not 
properly considered and designed. 
 
Recommendation:  Alternatives should be evaluated for safety of all recreational user 
groups.  Depths and velocities for different river flows throughout the channel should be 
evaluated and be appropriate for the diverse recreational uses on the river.  Designs 
should include strategic access points that will allow emergency personnel to access 
recreational areas by boat when a swift water rescue is needed. 
 


12. Concern:  Development of the project’s targeted recreational boater opportunities 
increases the likelihood of partial and full body contact with surface waters.  Available 
water quality data indicates that E. coli bacteria may be present at levels that could be 
incompatible with partial and full-body contact recreation, at certain times.  These 
increases in bacteria levels would typically coincide with flows that are likely to be 
attractive for recreational boaters. 
 
Recommendation:  For alternatives that result in partial or full body contact recreational 
activities, water quality should be evaluated with regards to human health risk.  The 
Departments do not support partial or full body contact recreation in areas where this 
designated use is not supported. 


 
Fish Passage and Residence: 
 


13. Concern:  The Grand River in Grand Rapids currently supports a healthy population of 
both resident and migratory fish species.  The NOI states that the proposed project must 
provide for fish passage into upstream areas.  Artificial hydraulics like those found in 
typical whitewater parks have been the subject of academic studies.  The literature 
indicates that whitewater hydraulics are unfavorable for resident fish habitat and fish 
passage. 
 
Recommendation:  The Departments recommend alternatives that allow for unimpeded 
movement of all life stages of all fish species supported in this reach.  Alternative 
designs should enhance fish habitat, not create conditions known to be harmful to fish.  
In-stream structures require evaluation for fish passage likelihood and habitat provision 
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for a suite of species found in the Grand River that represent benthic, pool, and riffle/run 
dwelling species.  Any analysis, such as a Habitat Suitability Index, should then be 
corroborated in the literature for like species in like structures.  This analysis should 
include evaluation of passage and favorable habitat for known host fish species and the 
diverse freshwater mussel population found in the Grand River.  More information 
regarding mussels and their hosts in the Grand River is available from the ongoing 
Biological Assessment/Biological Opinion process being led by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service.  The ability of fish to move upstream and within the river channel should be 
evaluated for any alternatives that include in-channel structures. 
 
Alternatives considered should target velocities less than three (3) feet per second, and 
head loss should be less than 0.7 feet for passage of resident fish species.  Adequate 
modeling demonstrating depth, velocity, and Froude number should be used to evaluate 
fish passage.  As fish passage is not only based on physical ability but also on 
behavioral cues, circulation pathways of flow along the channel margins and face at 
in-channel structures should also be considered.  For in-channel structures, the 
proportion of the channel width that meets fish passage criteria described above, and is 
available for fish passage, should be reported compared to total channel width. 
 
For any alternative that includes in-channel structures that could be considered to 
produce “whitewater” class type rapids, the Departments suggest that a review be 
conducted of existing whitewater structures in Michigan and other states to see if fish 
passage has been successfully achieved.  In particular, work conducted by Colorado 
State University, Colorado Division of Parks and Wildlife, and Nevada Fish and Game on 
the Truckee River (for example) should be reviewed. 


 
Monitoring and Maintenance: 
 


14. Concern:  With any stream restoration, there is risk that the constructed channel, 
in-stream structures, bank treatments, and floodplain grading will not remain stable after 
construction and may not perform as intended. 
 
Recommendation:  Any alternative selected should include a plan for post-construction 
monitoring and performance standards to ensure that anticipated stability and ecological 
benefits are being achieved.  Corrective actions should be implemented when 
performance standards are not met. 
 


15. Concern:  Whitewater structures, especially those using artificial materials such as 
concrete, grout, steel reinforcing bars, etc., require maintenance over time.  This 
maintenance will result in additional cost to the public and would result in additional 
impacts to the stream. 
 
Recommendation:  The need for future in-channel maintenance activities should be 
evaluated for all alternatives considered, as these maintenance activities could impose 
cumulative and/or secondary impacts on mussels and their critical habitat, aquatic 
habitat for fish, channel stability, fish passage, etc. 
 
A natural, ecologically healthy river channel contains woody debris, including large 
pieces of wood that are typically transported within the channel, deposited, and stored.  
This woody material supports healthy populations of fish and macroinvertebrates and 
helps to create diverse bedforms and microhabitats within the channel.  Maintenance 
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activities that seek to alter the natural transport and storage of large woody material 
within the channel may impact the health and stability of the stream and should be 
considered cumulative and/or secondary impacts.  Similar maintenance issues may be 
seen with sediment and whitewater structures.  Sediment accumulation that may occur 
could potentially increase flood stage and interfere with the functionality of in-channel 
recreation.  Similarly, whitewater structures made of rock are likely to shift and move 
over time.  These issues may lead to the desire to enter the channel on a routine basis 
to remove accumulated sediment and repair and stabilize structures, resulting in 
continued impacts to the physical and biological components of the river.  The 
Departments recommend that these impacts be evaluated so that they can be avoided 
and minimized.  
 


16. Concern:  The Departments are concerned about the long-term sustainability of 
alternatives. 
 
Recommendation:  Alternatives should be evaluated for how they will perform and 
influence the stream channel over time.  Natural structures, developed to emulate 
natural, stable stream forms, should not negatively influence the stream channel as they 
are moved by the river over time and various flood events.  Structures that are not 
intended to move naturally with the river will require long-term maintenance or will be 
subject to failure.  The Departments are concerned that structures that are not 
compatible with the natural environment will eventually fall into disrepair and become an 
eyesore, safety hazard, or nuisance necessitating removal at public expense. 


 
Sediment Transport: 
 


17. Concern:  A healthy river can transport the sediment it receives from upstream without 
aggrading or degrading.  It is important for river channel stability and ecological function 
that the channel is able to transport sediment, and the Departments have several 
concerns related to this. 
 
Recommendation:  Alternatives should be evaluated for how sediment will be 
transported through the river channel, including any areas where sediment is expected 
to deposit or aggrade, or areas where degradation may be expected to occur.  Areas of 
deposition, areas where substrate will be consistently moved and redeposited, and 
areas of downcutting should be evaluated with regards to effects on in-channel habitat, 
mussels, channel stability, functionality and stability of any in-stream structures, flood 
conveyance, and projected maintenance to any in-stream structures.  Negative impacts 
to sediment transport should be avoided and minimized. 
 
Because sediment has been stored above the beautification dams and 6th Street Dam, 
this sediment may be mobilized within the stream channel as these structures are 
removed.  Mobilization of this sediment should be evaluated, and measures should be 
implemented to avoid and minimize impacts from the downstream transport of this 
sediment and to control turbidity during in-channel construction activities. 


 
Wetlands: 
 


18. Concern:  Alteration of the stream channel and/or its floodplain could result in impacts to 
adjacent wetland areas. 
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Recommendation:  Any potential impacts to these resources should be evaluated and 
impacts should be avoided and minimized to the extent possible. 


 
Lamprey Barrier: 
 


19. Concern:  The alternative design proposed by the Grand Rapids Whitewater (GRWW) 
group includes construction of an adjustable hydraulic structure (AHS) at the head of the 
historic rapids, approximately one mile upstream from the existing 6th Street Dam near 
Ann Street, and placement of large volumes of cobble and boulder in order to create a 
series of recreational structures through the project reach.  There are concerns with 
using an Obermeyer weir structure with inflatable bladders to control the gates of a 
structure that will perform the critical services of lamprey barrier, flood control, and fish 
passage.  There are additional concerns over the stability of the AHS and downstream 
channel if the AHS functions as a “velocity barrier,” generating high velocity flow in the 
Grand River. 


 
Recommendation:  Alternative locations of the lamprey barrier(s) should be evaluated, 
and a location(s) be selected that maximizes the stated project goals, including habitat 
restoration and invasive species control.  As for the barrier itself, several options need 
evaluation, including a fixed-crest structure and other adjustable structures such as drum 
gates or hydraulic gates.  The option that proves most reliable and best suited for project 
goals, while avoiding and minimizing impacts, should be chosen as the preferred 
structure.  Preference should be given to alternatives that provide increased lamprey 
blockage above the current level provided by the 6th Street Dam.  Design of the new 
lamprey barrier (and interaction with any downstream in-channel features) should be 
evaluated against project goals to maximize habitat restoration, fish passage, and 
invasive species control for protection of the Great Lakes fishery. 
 


20. Concern:  Public pressure to decrease upstream flooding during lamprey migration 
periods may result in decreased effectiveness of an adjustable barrier. 
 
Recommendation:  To the extent possible, any design for a new barrier should not only 
incorporate the ability to effectively block lamprey, but also maintain or improve flood 
conveyance over existing conditions.  This would reduce public pressure to “lower gates” 
during floods and, thus, decreasing the effectiveness of the barrier.  The location of the 
barrier(s) will likely affect the ability to block lamprey and provide flood control. 
 


Further background information on some of the Departments’ concerns can be found in the 
enclosed reference documents: 
 


• February 25, 2009, MDNR Fisheries Division Policy & Procedure Number 02.01.002 
titled Dams and Barriers 


• May 2012 Michigan Stream Team White Paper on Whitewater Parks 
• August 23, 2012, MDNR Fisheries Division Letter to the Michigan Department of 


Environmental Quality (DEQ) regarding DEQ file no. 12-81-0027-P “MichCon Broadway 
Street MGP Whitewater and Habitat Improvements”   
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project. CC’ing you all as you had input on the CR letter and wanted you to have the final version for 
your records. 
Let me know if there are questions or concerns. 
Thanks, 
Luke 
Lucas A. Trumble, P.E. 
Hydrologic Studies and Dam Safety Unit 
Water Resources Division, EGLE 
517-420-8923 
trumblel@michigan.gov 
From: Trumble, Luke (EGLE) 
Sent: Wednesday, February 10, 2021 11:11 AM 
To: Burkman, Tim <tburkman@grand-rapids.mi.us>; Staal, Michael <mstaal@grand-rapids.mi.us> 
Cc: Fusco, Mario (EGLE) <FUSCOM@michigan.gov>; Kirk, Audrie (EGLE) <KirkA3@michigan.gov>; 
Broadwater, Bonnie (EGLE) <BroadwaterB@michigan.gov> 
Subject: Grand River-Grand Rapids, JPA - HNV-A018-7X9N3 
Tim and Mike, 
Please find the attached Second Correction Request Letter related to the subject file for the 
proposed RCPP Project and also May 15, 2019 EIS Scoping Comment Letter for the upstream reach 
as referenced in the correction request letter. You’ll see that there are several significant 
deficiencies with the application materials remaining that will need to be addressed before the 
application can be considered complete. 
As always, please feel free to contact us with any questions or concerns with the letter or permit 
application materials. 
Thank you, 
Luke Trumble 
Lucas A. Trumble, P.E. 
Hydrologic Studies and Dam Safety Unit 
Water Resources Division, EGLE 
517-420-8923 
trumblel@michigan.gov 
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